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DETAILED Non-final ACTION after appeal brief 
Response to Appeal / Arguments 

1 . In view of the Applicant's appeal brief and arguments filed on October 14 th 2005, 
PROSECUTION IS HEREBY REOPENED. New grounds of rejection are set forth 
below containing a clearer explanation of how the pending claims are met by the prior 
art applied below is provided. The rejections below are not the same as the previous 
final office action , even though the Bryne et al., reference is still being applied, as a 
main reference, because there is confusion over the structural components of Bryne et 
al., and the function of those components. 

2. The earlier art rejections from the January 1 1 th 2005 office action are rescinded. 
All previous grounds of rejection are rescinded in view of the new detailed explanation 
and prior art rejections provided below. 

3. To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

4. A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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6. Claims 1-12 and 14-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102( b ) as being 
anticipated by Bryne et al., US patent 6,21 1 ,676 B1 issued April 3 rd 2001 . 

7. With respect to Amended Claim 1, Bryne et al., teaches and shows M An open 
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) device" [See abstract, figure 1]. Bryne et al., 
teaches and shows, that the device comprises " at lea st on e a main coil" (i.e. main 
driving coils 1a and 2a shown in figures 1 and 2, of main magnetic poles 1 and 2), "for 
generating a magnetic field for imaging a volume" [See col. 3 lines 7-42; and imaging 
volume 3 of figures 1 and 2.] Bryne et al., also teaches and shows "a t le ast on e a 
plurality of shaping coils", (i.e. the concentric coil components 1e, 1f, 2e, and 2f of 
col. 3 lines 10-46) Additionally, Figures 1 and 2 show that the concentric coil 
components 1e, 1f, 2e, and 2f of figure 1 : or iron rings 1b, 1c. 2b, and 2c shown in 
figure 2 which comprise the shaping means for constraining the magnetic field, as 
taught in col. 3 lines 7-45, are shown in figure 1 as "beieg positioned" in a location which 
comprises at least one of the following positions: "radially inside r e lative to said at lea s t 
ene-main coil" (i.e. see figure 2 where coils 1b, 1c, are positioned radially inside driving 
coil 1a; and coils 2b, 2c which are positioned radially inside driving coil 2a.); " axiallv 
further from said volume than said main coil " (i.e. see figure 2 where coils 1b, 1c, 
are positioned " axiallv further from said volume than said main" driving "coil" 1a ; 
and coils 2b, 2c which are positioned " axiallv further from said volume than said 
main" driving "coil" 2a.); " or in a plane of said main coil " [See figure 1 col. 2 line 30 
through col. 4 line 53, and the abstract. From figures 1 and 2 it is clear that the 
concentric coil components 1c, 2c. 1e, 1f t 2e, and 2f; which comprise the shaping 
means for constraining the magnetic field, are located "in a plane of said main coil " or 
in the case of components 1b, and 2b have at least a side portion of there physical 
structure "in a plane of said main coil " (i.e. driving coils 1a, 2a, represent the driving 
coils of Bryne et al. 

8. The examiner notes that in Figure 2 of the Bryne et al., reference each of the 
shaping coils 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c are located " axiallv further from said volume " (i.e. 
component 3 of figures 1 and 2 " than said main coil" components 1a, and 2a of 
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figures 1 arid 2, " or in a plane of said main coil " [See figures 1 and 2 cot. 2 line 30 
through col. 4 line 53; components 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c, 1e, 1f, 2e, 2f]. 

9. With respect to Claim 2, Bryne et al., teaches and shows M a single unit support 
structure" [See Figure 2 the single "C" shaped magnet] "wherein said at least one main 
coil" (i.e. components 1a, 2a.) "is positioned on an outer surface of said single unit 
support structure", [See figure 2] "and wherein said at least one shaping coil" (i.e. the 
shaping components 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c of figure 2) "is positioned on an inner surface of said 
single unit support structure". [See figures 1 , and 2, col. 3 lines 7-45] The same reasons 
for rejection, that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 2 and need not be reiterated. 

1 0. With respect to Claim 3, Bryne et al., teaches and shows that "said single unit 
support structure comprises: a substantially" C-shaped "cylindrical shell;" [See figures 1 
and 2 where the horizontal / longitudinal distance of component 4c mirror-symmetrically 
in figure 1; and the horizontal length of components 1a and 2a in figure 2, define a 
substantially cylindrically shaped area about the imaging volume 3.] Bryne et al., also 
show "a hub positioned along a substantially central axis of said cylindrical shell" [See 
figures 1 and 2, because the horizontal / longitudinal distance of component 4c mirror- 
symmetrically in figure 1; and the horizontal length of components 1a and 2a in figure 2 
also define the main "hub" of the open MRI system which supports a patient to be 
imaged within the imaging volume 3]. 

1 1 . Bryne et al., figure 1 also shows "a plurality of gussets" (i.e. the trapezoidal, 
triangular, and angled support components which are not numerically numbered but are 
shown securing / holding / retaining the shielding coils 5 at there respective 
appropriate locations). The examiner notes that because gussets are clearly shown in 
figurel, the presence of a "plurality of gussets positioned within said cylindrical shell" is 
provided by the illustration of figure 1 itself. Also while the term "gusset" is not explicitly 
recited by the text, a plurality of unlabeled "gussets" are still illustrated in figure 1 and 
therefore are an intrinsic structural component within the Bryne et al., reference, de to 
the fact that they are illustrated in figure 1 . 

12. Additionally, figure 1 shows that "each of said gussets" (i.e. the trapezoidal, 
triangular, and angled support components which are not numerically numbered but are 
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shown securing / holding / retaining the shielding coils 5 at there respective appropriate 
locations), "extending radially outward from said hub" [See figure 1]. The same reasons 
for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2 also apply to claim 3 and need not be reiterated. 

13. With respect to Claim 4, Bryne et al., shows that "at least one support post 
positioned between a first half and a second half of said cylindrical shell." [See figure 1]. 
The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 3 also apply to claim 4 and 
need not be reiterated. 

14. With respect to Claim 5, Bryne et al., shows that "at least one support post is 
attached on one end to a flange formed on the first half of said cylindrical shell and 
attached on an opposite end to a flange formed on the second half of said cylindrical 
shell". {See figures 1, and 2]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 
3, 4 also apply to claim 5 and need not be reiterated. 

15. With respect to Claim 6, Bryne et al., teaches that "at least one of: said 
cylindrical shell, said hub, and said gussets comprise one of stainless steel, aluminum, 
and fiber-reinforced composites." [See col. 2 lines 3-9; especially col. 2 lines 8-9]. The 
same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 3 also apply to claim 6 and need 
not be reiterated. 

16. With respect to Claim 7, Bryne et al., teaches and shows "at least one 
ferromagnetic ring positioned on an outer surface of said single unit support structure." 
[See figure 2 iron ring components 1b, 1c, 2b, and 2c col. 3 lines 7-23] The same 
reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2 also apply to claim 7 and need not be 
reiterated. 

17. With respect to Claim 8, Bryne et al., teaches and shows "at least one 
ferromagnetic ring" [See figure 2 components 1b, 1c, 2b, and 2c] "is positioned" [See 
figure 2] "substantially between coils having opposite" (i.e. reversed) "current directions" 
[See col. 4 lines 24-43; col. 3 lines 7-23]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to 
claims 1, 2, 7 also apply to claim 8 and need not be reiterated. 

18. With respect to Claim 9, the Bryne et al., reference directly shows from figure 2 
that "said MRI device comprises at least four ferromagnetic rings", because figure 2 
shows at least eight ferromagnetic rings, (i.e. Iron is a ferromagnetic material). [See 
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components 1b, 1c, 2b, and 2c]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 
2, 7 also apply to claim 9 and need not be reiterated. 

19. With respect to Claim 10, Bryne et al., reference teaches and suggests the 
presence "at least one bucking coil" [See figures 1 and 2 col. 3 lines 14-47] because 
the Bryne et al., reference teaches controlling higher order terms and leakage flux with 
coils, rings or combinations of both, [See col. 3 lines 14-23] and additionally teaches 
that although not shown in the drawing there are 'a plurality of pieces of magnetic 
shimming material supported by a pair of non-magnetic plates associated respectively 
with the field coils 1 and 2' (i.e. components 1a, 2a) 'and positioned so that the 
diametrical axis of the plates lie orthogonal to the direction of the lines of flux passing 
between the poles 1 and 2 in the imaging volume 3\ which adjust the magnetic flux of 
the image volume 3 to a high degree of homogeneity. [See col. 3 lines 24-42] This 
teaching directly suggests the presence of "at least one bucking coil" because the plates 
and plurality of pieces of shimming material serve as an additional means of 
compensating for and controlling / preventing stray magnetic field lines increasing 
magnetic homogeneity], which are "positioned on an outer surface of said single unit 
support structure for shielding the magnetic field" of the magnetic flux passing between 
magnetic poles 1 and 2. [See col. 3 lines 7-42]. The same reasons for rejection, that 
apply to claims 1, 2, also apply to claim 10 and need not be reiterated. 

20. With respect to Claim 11, the Bryne et al., reference directly suggests "at least 
two bucking coils", the presence of a plurality of pieces of magnetic shimming material 
are taught. [See col. 3 lines 7-42]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 

1, 2, 10 also apply to claim 11 and need not be reiterated. 

21. With respect to Claim 12, the Bryne et al., reference shows via figures 1 and 2, 
that there are "at least eight shaping coils" [See figures 1 and 2 where eight 
components identified by the component numbers 1e, 1f, 2e, 2f, 1c, 2c, 1b, and 2b are 
shown. See also the teachings of col. 3 lines 7-42]. The same reasons for rejection, that 
apply to claim 1, also apply to claim 12 and need not be reiterated. 

22. With respect to Claim 14, the Bryne et al., reference shows from figures 1 and 

2, "an even number of shaping coils" [See figures 1 , 2 col. 3 lines 7-42 since both the 
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iron rings 1c, 2c, 1b, 2b; and the concentric coils 1e, 2e, 1f, 2f are used to cancel out 
higher order magnetic field terms and achieve a high degree of magnetic flux 
homogeneity. The examiner also notes that in figure 2 there are two components for 
each of the component numbers 1e, 1f, 2e, and 2f; while in figure 1 there are also two 
components for each of the component numbers 1b, 1c, 2b, and 2c, which suggests at 
least eight components for shaping the magnetic field whether coils, rings, or a 
combination of both as in col. 3 lines 7-45.]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply 
to claim 1, also apply to claim 14 and need not be reiterated. 

23. With respect to Claim 15, the Bryne et al., reference teaches and shows from 
figures 1 , 2 that "a first half of the number of shaping coils have a first magnetic polarity 
and a second half of the number of shaping coils have a second magnetic polarity 
substantially opposite that of said first magnetic polarity", because poles 1 and 2 are 
taught to be of opposite polarity, and that some of the concentric coils, or some of both 
the concentric coil and rings may be connected in reverse so that the current opposes 
the current in the main coils. Additionally because the poles are polarized in opposite 
directions coils 1e, 1f, which comprise have of the concentric coils, have a magnetic 
polarity different than concentric coils 2e, and 2f. [See figures 1 and 2 col. 2 line 30 
through col. 3 line 45] The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 14, also 
apply to claim 15 and need not be reiterated. 

24. With respect to Claim 16, the Bryne et al., reference shows from figures 1 and 2 
and teaches from col. 3 lines 7-45 "a plurality of shaping coils", (i.e. components 1e, 2e, 
1f, and 2f) with "at least one of said plurality of shaping coils having a magnetic polarity 
opposite to a magnetic polarity of another of said plurality of shaping coils [See col. 3 
lines 7-45]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 7, 14, 15 also 
apply to claim 16 and need not be reiterated. 

25. With respect to Amended Claim 17, the Bryne et al., reference shows from 
figures 1 and 2, a magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) apparatus for imaging a volume:, 
[See figures 1 and 2 the abstract, and imaging volume 3] comprising "at least one main 
coil", (i.e. components 1a, 1b of figures 1 and 2) "configured to generate a magnetic 
field;" [See col. 3 lines 7-42; col. 2 lines 30 through col.. 3 line 6] "at least one bucking 
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coil" [See the rejection of claim 10] " disposed axiallv outside said at least one main 
coil with respect to said volume " [See figures 1, 2 and col. 3 lines 7-45] " and 
configured to shield said at least one main coil;" [See col. 3 lines 7-53 the main coil 
components are coils 1a and 2a in figure 1] "a plurality of shaping coils to shape said 
magnetic field in said volume" (i.e. shaping concentric ring components 1e, 2e, 1f, 2f 
shown in figures 1, 2; col. 3 lines 7-45] "and a plurality of ferromagnetic rings" (i.e. iron 
ring components 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c of figure 2) "for shielding interactions between coils of 
opposite polarity", [See col. 3 lines 7-42] "at least one of said plurality of ferromagnetic 
rings being positioned between said at least one main coil and said at least one bucking 
coil' [See figure 2 in combination and the teachings of col. 3 lines 7-42]. The rejections 
of claims 1, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16; Figures 1 through 15}. The same reasons for 
rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16 also apply to claim 17 and need 
not be reiterated. 

26. With respect to Claim 18, Bryne et al., reference shows "a single unit support 
structure" [See figures1-2, the single "C" shaped support structure, col. 1 line 36 through 
col. 3 line 53] "for supporting said at least one main coil, (i.e. components 1a, 2a, of 
figures 1,2 ) "said at least one bucking coil" [See the rejection of claim 10] "said plurality 
of shaping coils", (i.e. components 1e, 1f, 2e, 2f of figure 1) "and said plurality of 
ferromagnetic rings" (i.e. iron ring components 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c of figure 2) [See col. 2 line 
30 through col. 3 line 53 lines ] The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 
2, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17 also apply to claim 18 and need not be reiterated. 

27. With respect to Claim 19, the Bryne et al., reference shows and teaches from 
the earlier rejections of claims 1, 2, 3, which need not be reiterated that "said single 
unit support structure comprises: a substantially cylindrical shell; a hub positioned along 
a substantially central axis of said cylindrical shell', and a plurality of gussets positioned 
within said cylindrical shell, each of said gussets extending radially outward from said 
hub." {See figures 1-2; col. 1 line 36 through col. 3 line 53; and the abstract.] The same 
reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 also apply to 
claim 19 and need not be reiterated. 
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28. With respect to Amended Claim 20, Bryne et al., teaches and shows "A 
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) apparatus for imaging a volume", [See figures 1-2, 
abstract] "comprising: means for generating a magnetic field for imaging said volume" 
[See upper magnetic pole 1, lower magnetic pole 2, and electromagnetic coils 1a, 2a of 
figures 1 and 2] Bryne et al., also teaches and shows a "means for shielding said 
means for generating" [See coL 3 lines 7-45, the rejection of claim 10, col. 2 lines 39 
through col. 3 line 6; and shielding component 5 within the main body which confines 
the return flux to the illustrated C shaped structure of 1 and 2 of the main magnet body.] 
"and means for shaping said magnetic field" [See figure 2 the component numbers 
identified as iron ring components 2b, 2c, 1b, 1c which also effectively shape the 
magnetic field as per col. 3 lines 7-42] In figure 2 the examiner notes that these 
components and are shown "positioned radially inside the said means for producing the 
magnetic field" [See figure 2 the relation ship of components 1b, 1c, 2b, and 2c to 
components 1a,2a] and axiallv further from said volume " (i.e. imaging volume 3 in 
figures 1 and 2) " than said means for generating the magnetic field " (i.e. 
components 1a, 2a) "or in a plane of said means for generating the magnetic field ." 
(i.e. concentric coil components 1e, 1f, 2e, 2f of figure 1 shows this alternative 
configuration [See figures 1 and 2 col. 2 line 39 through col: 3 line 53; iron shaping 
rings 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c, or concentric coils 2e, 2f, 1e, and 1f.] The same reasons for 
rejection, that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 20 and need not be reiterated. 

29. With respect to Claim 21, Bryne et al., shows in figures 1-2, a "means for 
supporting" (i.e. via the supporting structures shown [See col. 1 line 36 through col. 2 
line 9) "said means for generating" [See upper magnetic pole 1 , lower magnetic pole 22, 
and electromagnetic coils 1a, 2a, of figures 1, 2] "said means for shielding" [See 
components 5 col. 2 line 39 through col. 3 line 53 and figures 1 and 2]; "and said 
means for shaping". [See col. 2 line 39 through col. 3 line 53 figures 1 and 2 the 
component numbers identified as components 2b, 2c, 1b, 1c] The same reasons for 
rejection, that apply to claim 20 also apply to claim 21 and need not be reiterated. 

30. With respect to Claim 22, Bryne et al., teaches and shows a "means for 
shielding interactions between coils of opposite polarity." [See col. 3 lines 7-23 figures 1 
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and 2]. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claims 1, 20 also apply to claim 
22 and need not be reiterated. 

31 . With respect to Amended Claim 23, Bryne et al., teaches and shows "An open 
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) device" [See figures 1-2, col. 1 lines 39 through col. 
3 line 53; abstract] Bryne et al., teaches and shows, that the device comprises " first 
and second at l e ast on e main coils" (i.e. electromagnetic coils 1a and 2a of figures 1 
and 2) "for generating a magnetic field for imaging a volume" [See col. 1 line 30 through 
col. 3 line 53] Bryne et al., also teaches and shows first and second sets of aMeast 
ofte shaping coils", [See figures 1 and 2; components 1b, 1c,and 2b, 2c and 
components 1e, 2e, 1f, 2f.]. The examiner notes that in this independent claim that the 
iron ring components 1b, 1c,and 2b, 2c as well as concentric coil components 1e, 2e, 
1f, 2f shapes the magnetic homogeneity and that the iron ring components 1b, 1c,and 
2b, 2c also satisfy the remaining limitation of this claim because components 1b, 1c, 2b, 
and 2c are shown in figure 2 to be] " positioned adjacent to each of said first and 
second main coils, (i.e. components 1a, 2a) respectively, each set of said at l e ast 
one shaping coil s" (i.e. iron rings 1b, 1c: or 2b, 2c) being positioned radially within the 
sa i d at l ea st on e main coil" [See figure 2] and axiallv further from said volume " (i.e. 
imaging volume 3 in figures 1 and 2) " than said respective main coil "(i.e, components 
1a, 2a), "or" components 1e, 2e, 1f, 2f, of figure 1 are shown in figure 1 to be located 
"in a plane of said respective main coil to shape said magnetic field in said volume". 
[See col. 1 line 36 through col. 3 line 53 figures 1 , 2, and the abstract; especially col. 3 
lines 7-42.]. The examiner notes that each iron ring is also considered to be a single 
loop coil of annulus form. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

32. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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33. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

34. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

35. Claim 13 is rejected under 35. U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bryne 
et al., US patent 6,21 1,676 B1 issued April 3 rd 2001, as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Chari et al., US patent 5,307,039 issued April 26 th 1994. 

36. With respect to Claim 13, the Bryne et al., reference lacks directly teaching that 
"said at least one shaping coil" (i.e. coils 1e, 1f, 2e, 2f, or iron rings 1c, 1b, 2c, 2b) 
"shapes said magnetic field in said volume" (i.e. magnetic volume 3) "to a uniformity of 
at least 10 ppm." However, the Bryne et al., reference does teach a magnetic field 
homogeneity range of 0.2 Tesla through 2.0 Tesla, with a homogeneity sphere of 30 cm 
- 50 cm in diameter. [See Bryne et al., col. 1 lines 7-11] 

37. Additionally, it is known from the teachings of the Chari et al., reference [See 
Chari et al., col. 3 lines 51 through col. 4 line 16; especially col. 3 lines 58-61 and col. 4 
lines 12-16 where a ppm homogeneity uniformity of 41 ppm and 26.8 ppm are each "at 
least 10 ppm] that, a 0.5 Tesla magnetic field of a 40 cm. imaging volume has a 
calculated homogeneity range of between 26.8-41 ppm; and a 0.5 Tesla magnetic field 
of a 30 cm. imaging volume has a calculated homogeneity range of between 5.2-7 
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ppm., Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
that the invention was made that the magnetic field strength in Tesla of Bryne et al., 
(i.e. 0.2 Tesla through 2.0 Tesla), includes the 0.5Tesla value of the Chari et al., 
reference, and that 30-50cm imaging volume, comprises the 30-40 cm. Imaging volume 
of the Chari et al., reference. Additionally, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time that the invention was made that Bryne et al., 
reference is capable of functionally producing a magnetic field with "a uniformity of at 
least 10 ppm", based upon the diameter of the imaging volume and the magnetic field 
homogeneity in Tesla provided in the Bryne et al., reference, in combination with the 
known ppm calculations from the Chari et al, reference. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time that the invention was made to modify the 
teaching of Bryne et al., with the teaching of the Chari et al., reference in order to 
determine the scope of the ppm range that the Bryne et al., reference is capable of 
producing. The same reasons for rejection, that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 13 
and need not be reiterated. 

38. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

A) *Cheng et al., US Patent Application publication 2003/0001575 A1 published 
January 2 nd 2003, filed January 19 th 2001 . 

B) *Cheng et al., PCT international publication WO 01/53847 A1 published 26 July 
2001, filed January 19 th 2001. 

C) *Danby US patent 6,201 ,394 B1 published March 1 3 th 2001 , filed November 21 st 

1997. 

D) Dorri et al., US patent 5,565, 831 issued October 15 th 1996; This reference 
teaches a structure similar to Bryne et al., in a non-"C" configuration but fails to show 
the presence of "gussets". It is pertinent to all claims but the applied prior art above is 
considered to be the most relevant. 

E) Pulyer US patent 5,378,988 issued January 3 rd 1995. 

F) Ries US patent 5,347,252 issued September 13 th 1994. See entire reference. 
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G) Huson et al., US patent 5,315,276 issued May 24th 1994 This reference 
teaches a structure similar to Bryne et al., but fails to show the presence of "gussets". It 
is pertinent to all claims but the applied prior art above is considered to be the most 
relevant. 

H) Westphal et al., US patent 5,485,088 issued January 16 th 1996. [See entire 
reference.] 

I) Ohashi et al., US patent 5,864,275 issued January 26th 1999. [See entire 
reference.] 

J) Ohashi et al., US patent 5,963,117 issued October 5th 1999. [See entire 
reference,] 

K) Minas et al., US patent 6,717,408 B2 issued April 6 th 2004,; filed April 5 th 2001 . 
[See entire reference.] 

L) Minas et al., US patent application publication 2002/0145426 A1 published 
October 1 0 th 2002; filed April 5 th 2001 . [See entire reference.] 
M) Laskaris et al., US patent application publication 2004/0100261 A1 published 
May 27 th 2004; filed November 25 th 2002. The examiner notes that this reference is the 
pre-grant publication of applicant's instant application, which is noted for the purposes 
of a complete record only, and is not available as prior art against the pending claims. 

Conclusion 

39. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tiffany Fetzner whose telephone number is: (571) 272- 
2241 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:00am to 
4:30pm., and on alternate Friday's from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 

40. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez, can be reached at (571) 272-2245. The only official fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(571)273-8300. 
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